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January 11, 2016

Jeanne M. Higgins, Forest Supervisor
Stanislaus National Forest
Afln: Rim Reforestation
19777 Greenley Road
Sonora, CA 95370

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Rim Fire Reforestation Project,
Stanislaus National Forest, California. (CEQ# 20150334)

Dear Ms. Higgins:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Rim Fire Reforestation Project, Stanislaus National Forest, California. Our review is provided
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

EPA has rated the Draft EIS and all action alternatives as Lack ofObjections (LO; see enclosed
“Summary of Rating Definitions”). We support the best management practices and resource protection
measures/monitoring included in the project design. We offer the recommendations below for your
consideration as you prepare the Final EIS.

EPA believes the Council on Environmental Quality’s December 18, 2014 revised draft guidance for
Federal agencies’ consideration of GHG emissions and climate change impacts in NEPA outlines a
reasonable approach, and we recommend that Forest Service use that draft guidance to help outline the
framework for its analysis of these issues. Accordingly, we recommend the FEIS qualitatively describe
relevant climate change impacts, and analyze reasonable alternatives and/or practicable mitigation
measures to reduce project-related GHG emissions. Recognizing that climate impacts are not
attributable to any single action, but are exacerbated by a series of smaller decisions, we do not
recommend comparing GHG emissions from a proposed action to global emissions. As noted by the
CEQ revised draft guidance, “[t]his approach does not reveal anything beyond the nature of the climate
change challenge itself: {t]he fact that diverse individual sources of emissions each make relatively small
additions to global atmospheric GHG concentrations that collectively have huge impact.” Consider
providing a frame of reference, such as an applicable Federal, state, tribal or local goal for GHG
emission reductions, and discuss whether the emissions levels are consistent with such goals.

EPA suggests that the FEIS include a more systematic and comprehensive discussion of the impacts of
climate change on the project area, and measures to improve the project’s adaptability to climate change.
For example, consider the increased vulnerability of specific species under a reasonably anticipated
climate change scenario, and any projected shift of forest species to more suitable range elevations. We



recommend that the FEIS discuss measures to improve forest adaptation to climate change, such as the
selection of certain species for replanting.

The project location contains potential areas of importance historically, culturally, and spiritually to
local Tribes. We recognize that Tribal Consultation is an important component of the decision-making
process associated with this project, and encourage the Forest Service to continue meaningful
consultation, throughout the NEPA process, with all potentially affected tribal governments. We
recommend that the results of consultations with tribal governments and with the Tribal Historic
Preservation Office/State Historic Preservation Office be included in the FEIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the FEIS is released, please send one hard
copy and one CD to the address above (mail code: ENF-4-2). If you have any questions, please contact
me at (415) 972-3521, or have your staff contact James Munson, the lead reviewer for this project.
James can be reached at (415) 972-3852 or Munson.James~epa.gov.

Kathleen Martyn
Environmental Review

Enclosure: Summary of the EPA Rating System



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) level of concern
with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts
of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

“LO” (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The
review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than
minor changes to the proposal.

“EC” (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce the
environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU” (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate protection
for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some
other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.

“EU” (Envi,onmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review ha~ identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from
the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended
for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

“Category 1” (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

“Category 2” (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in
order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the
spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified
additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

“Category 3” (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA
reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft
EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified
additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft
stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should
be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential
significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment


